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Introduction
It is known that low water solubility causes a decrease in the release rate of a drug. Thus, the formulation of oral delivery forms of these drugs is a permanent challenge in the pharmaceutical industry. In many cases, the dissolution rate of these drugs is a limiting factor affecting the therapeutic activity. To enhance dissolution several techniques have been developed, such as salt formation, and the development of inclusion complexes and pro-drugs (Jafar et al., 2010; Noolkar et al., 2013) .
Three categories of dissolution test specifications for immediate release products are described in the guide provided by the Centre for Drug Evaluation and Research at the Food and Drug Administration (Food and Drug Administration, 1997): (a) single-point specifications, (b) two-points specifications and (c) dissolution profile comparison. Although this point estimate approach is suitable for drug products containing API with high solubility-high permeability, it may not be adequate for low solubility drugs or for products with modified release characteristics. According to the guide: ''for highly soluble and rapidly dissolving drug products (BCS classes 1 and 3), a single-point dissolution test specification of 85% (Q = 80%) in 60 min or less is sufficient as a routine quality control test for batch-to-batch uniformity". For class 2 BSC APIs, it is recommended that a two-point dissolution specification be established, one at 15 min and the other at 30, 45, or 60 min, in order to ensure 85% dissolution (Food and Drug Administration,1997) .
Although weight, hardness, content uniformity, friability and disintegration are tests often employed for the analysis of an immediate release solid dosage form, the most important are the quantitation of the API, the determination of impurities and the dissolution test (Al Ameri et al., 2012) . Once the dissolution specifications are set for a new drug, based on availability studies, such specifications become official for the development of all subsequent drug products having the same active ingredients. According to good laboratory practices, dissolution is considered one of the most important tests that is to be performed on a solid pharmaceutical dosage form (Al Ameri et al., 2012) . This test is also used to control stability of the drug product and batch-to-batch consistency (Food and Drug Administration, 1997; Administración Nacional de Medicamentos, Alimentos y Tecnología Médica, 1999).
Economic reasons account for the widespread use of generic medicines. Thus, in vivo bioequivalence studies are necessary to ensure the existence of therapeutic equivalence between the generic medicine and the original drug product containing the same active drug, except when the drug is highly soluble and highly permeable, i.e., class I BCS compounds.
In vitro dissolution profiles can be compared by three groups of methods: (A) methods based on analysis of variance, (B) modeldependent methods, (C) model-independent methods. Dissolution data can either be analysed in their crude form or they can be transformed using simple ANOVA-based methods. The ANOVA is a useful method to detect differences between the profiles in level and shape (Polli et al., 1997; Yuksel et al., 2000; Costa and Souza Lobo, 2001; Adams et al., 2001; LeBlond et al., 2016) .
Model-dependent methods are based on an appropriate curve fitting procedure: the zero and first-order, the Hixson-Crowell, the Higuchi, the quadratic, the Weinbull, the Gompertz and the logistic (Yuksel et al., 2000; Costa et al., 2003; Khan et al., 2013) . Model-dependent methods explore the mathematical equations governing the liberation profile as a function of certain parameters related to the pharmaceutical dosage form. These models allow an easy quantitative interpretation of data. These methods are always applied in the formulation-development stage.
Model-independent methods generate a single value from a dissolution profile, thus allowing data to be compared directly. Model-independent methods include fit factors and ratio tests. Ratio tests determine, at the same sampling time, the percentage of drug dissolved, the mean dissolution time (MDT) and the dissolution efficiency percentage (DE) of the test formulation in relation with a reference formulation (Khan and Rhodes, 1972; Aguilar et al., 2008) . Fit factors are known as the difference factor (f 1 ) and the similarity factor (f 2 ) (The United States Pharmacopeia, 2015a; Moore and Flanner, 1996 ; European Medicines Agency, 2010; Administración Nacional de Medicamentos, Alimentos y Tecnología Médica, 2016).
A class 2 BCS compound is permeable but relatively insoluble. Various techniques have been developed to improve the dissolution rate of class 2 compounds, including micronization, inclusion complex formation, complexation, conversion into amorphous state and solid dispersion (Jafar et al., 2010) .
According to the FDA, EMA and WHO, the comparison of pharmaceutical products containing class 2 BCS API must be performed by in vivo bioequivalence studies.
Meloxicam, 4-hydroxy-2-methyl-N-(5-methylthiazol-2-yl)-2H-1,2-benzothiazine-3-carboxamide-1,1-dioxide is an oxicam derivative with non-steroidal anti-inflammatory properties whose poor water solubility limits its therapeutic efficacy. According to its solubility and permeability, meloxicam belongs to class 2 BCS (Eunice Kennedy Shriver National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, NICHD, and the U.S. Food and Drug Administration, 2017; Pappich and Martinez, 2015; Sugihara et al., 2015) .
The aim of the present study was to evaluate and compare the dissolution profile of nine commercial products containing Meloxicam 15 mg. marketed in Argentina, on the basis of their in vitro dissolution characteristics using the dissolution conditions in the USP monograph for Meloxicam Tablets (The United States Pharmacopeia, 2015b). Our results demonstrate that caution must be exercised as regards interchangeability of generic products.
Materials and methods

Reagents
Analytical grade potassium dihydrogen phosphate (Biopack, Argentina) and sodium hydroxide (Anedra, Argentina) were used.
Meloxicam was purchased in Unifarma (Argentina), with 99.9% purity, as calculated with reference to the dried substance (India).
Materials
Nine commercial brand tablets containing 15 mg meloxicam were purchased from pharmacies in Buenos Aires (Argentina). All tests were performed before the product expiration dates, which were similar among brands.
Apparatus and procedure
All dissolution studies were performed using USP Apparatus 2 (The United States Pharmacopeia, 2015b) in a Vankel, VK 7010 (Varian Inc., USA) manual-sampling dissolution bath. The meloxicam tablets dissolution test was performed at 75 ± 1 rpm in phosphate buffer pH = 7.5. The acceptance criterion was Q = 70% of the labeled amount of meloxicam released in 30 min.
The dissolution medium volume was 900 ml. In all experiments, 10 ml sample aliquots were withdrawn at 5, 15, 30, 45 and 60 min using micropipettes, without medium replacement. The withdrawn amounts were adjusted in the calculations. All samples were filtered through 10.0 mm filter paper (Whatman 91), which was properly validated with the standard solution comparing its performance with that obtained with membrane filters. The drug amount dissolved was determined spectrophotometrically in a Cary 1E Varian UV-VIS spectrophotometer (Victoria, Australia) at 362 nm. To prove peak purity, the second order derivative UV spectra was recorded against dissolution medium as reference solution. This procedure was performed with each product.
Twelve tablets of each preparation were studied to obtain statistically significant results.
Model-dependent methods
Five model-dependent approaches were used to compare the meloxicam dissolution profiles. The model-dependent approaches included the zero order, the first order, the Hixson-Crowell, the Higuchi and the Weibull models.
Zero order kinetics
The drug dissolution from pharmaceutical dosage forms that do not disaggregate and deliver the API slowly (assuming that the area is not modified and that no equilibrium conditions are reached) can be represented by the following equation:
where Q 0 is the initial amount of drug in the pharmaceutical dosage form , Q t is the amount of drug in the pharmaceutical dosage form at time t and K 0 t is the proportionality constant.
First order kinetics
The amount of API delivered from pharmaceutical dosage forms following this dissolution profile are delivered with a rate that is comparable to the amount of API remaining within, in such way that the amount of API liberated per unit of time diminish. First order dissolutions can be represented by the following equation:
where Q 0 is the initial amount of API in the pharmaceutical dosage form , Q t is the amount of API in the pharmaceutical dosage form at time t and K 0 is the proportionality constant
Hixson-Crowell model
The Hixson-Crowell model assumes that the particle normal area is comparable to the cubic root of its volume. The following equation represents the dissolution profile:
where Q 0 is the initial amount of API in the pharmaceutical dosage form , Q t is the amount of API in the pharmaceutical dosage form at time t and K d is the dissolution constant.
Higuchi model
The Higuchi equation is a ''square root of time" release kinetics. This kinetic model gives good experimental fitting data in API dissolution processes formulated as modified liberation systems or semisolid dosage forms. This model can be represented by the following equation:
where K d is the dissolution constant.
Weibull model
The Weibull function is a mathematical model lacking physicochemical fundament and can be used to study the dissolution rate. The following equation represents the model:
where Q is the amount of API dissolved at time t, Q 1 is the amount of API dissolved at time infinite, also called ''total dissolution", t 0 is the lag time and t d is the time interval necessary to dissolve or release 63.2% of the API present in the pharmaceutical dosage form. The shape parameter b is obtained from the slope.
To test the pertinence of the release models employed, the Akaike Information Criteria (AIC) (Aguilar et al., 2008) were used. The AIC are a measure of the best fit based on maximum probability. When comparing data sets, the model associated with the smallest AIC value is considered the best fit. The AIC is only applicable when specimens with equal weighting scheme are compared.
where n is the number of dissolution data points, p is the number of parameters of the model, WSSR is the weight sum of square of residues.
2.5. Model-independent methods 2.5.1. Fit factors Moore and Flanner (Moore and Flanner, 1996) have developed a simple model for independent approximation using fit factors. Fit factors are the difference factor f1, and the similarity factor f2. These fit factors contrast the difference between the percent API dissolved per unit time of a test with that of a reference formulation. Fit factors have been accepted by FDA Centre for Drug Evaluation and Research (CDER) (Food and Drug Administration, 1997) and the similarity factor has also been adopted by the European Medicines Agency (EMA) Committee for Medicinal Products for Human Use (CHMP) (European Medicines Agency, 2010) and World Health Organization (WHO) (World Health Organization, 2006) as a rating criterion of similarity between two in vitro dissolution profiles. In Argentina, regulations establish that changes in the post marketing stage as regards dissolution profiles must be evaluated using the similarity factor f 2 (Administración Nacional de Medicamentos, Alimentos y Tecnología Médica, 2009).
The fit factors are denoted f 1 (difference factor) and f 2 (similarity factor) and are defined by Eqs. (7) and (8). where n is the number of dissolution sampling times, and R t and T t are the individual or mean percent dissolved at each time point, t, for the reference and test dissolution profiles, respectively. The parameter f 1, whose values range from 0 to 15, and f 2, whose values range from 50 to 100, are used to define equivalence of two dissolution profiles, which means an average difference 10% at each sampling time.
Dissolution efficiency
This concept has been presented by Rhodes in 1972 (Khan and Rhodes (1972) ). For each sample, the percentage dissolution efficiency is calculated as the percentage ratio of the area under the dissolution curve up to time t to that of the area of the rectangle described by 100% dissolution at the same time point, and is defined as follows:
Mean dissolution time
The mean dissolution time is determined from the accumulative curves of dissolved API as function of time (Aguilar et al.,  2008) .
where t i is an intermediate time of the intervals of sampling time, DQ i is the amount of API dissolved in every interval of t and Q 1 is the maximum of API dissolved.
Results of DE and MDT corresponding to the different meloxicam tablet brands were compared by one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA). The analysis was performed with the Infostat 2008 statistical package (Di Rienzo et al., 2008) . After this analysis, a multiple-comparisons method (DGC) was applied (Di Rienzo et al., 2002) .
Results and discussion
In vitro dissolution testing is a fundamental analytical methodology in the pharmaceutical industry. This methodology allows quality assurance of solid pharmaceutical forms for oral administration. The lot-to-lot quality assurance fosters the development of new formulations, guarantee quality homogeneity and ensure an acceptable API performance even after being modified. If all these requirements are met, the formulation optimization during the development phase is favoured, and stability studies and manufacturing process quality control can be carried out (Adams et al., 2001; Dressman et al., 1998; Ferraz et al., 2007) . Table 1 summarises the characteristics of the nine products. Brand I was taken as the reference product.
The dissolution test for meloxicam tablets described in the USP (The United States Pharmacopeia, 2015b) indicates that no less than 70% (Q + 5%) of the API should be dissolved in 30 min. Table 2 summarises the mean percent dissolved at each time point, the relative standard deviation (RSD), and the upper and lower limits. As shown in Table 2 , all Brands fulfilled the USP specifications.
Dissolution curves indicated that the analysed products presented different dissolution profiles (Fig. 1) . As meloxicam is a class 2 BCS drug, the dissolution test may be formulation-dependent, and the decision related to generics must be made based on the in vivo bioequivalence studies. The dissolution profiles corresponding to the nine products were evaluated by fitting experimental data to the zero and firstorder, the Hixson-Crowell, the Higuchi, and the Weibull models. In Table 3 , the following parameters are presented: dissolution constants (k) and the determination constant (r 2 ), for zero and first order, Hixson-Crowell and Higuchi models, and the shape parameter b, the determination constant (r 2 ) and T d which is the time interval necessary to dissolve or release 63.2% of the drug present in the pharmaceutical dosage form, for the Weibull model. No significant variations were found among all b values (b < 1). The Weibull model provided the best adjustment curve for the nine brands, with the higher determination coefficients (r 2 ) and smallest AIC values for all the brands tested (bold print indicating the best fits).
The determination of DE and MDT values are useful methods to reduce each curve to a single number, which may be referred to the dissolution rate constant (Figs. 2 and 3 ). Statistical differences were found among the brands analysed (Tables 4a,4b ., and 5a.,5b.). The DGC test indicated that brands III, IV, VI and IX were similar, whereas brand VII was similar to brand VIII. MDT values for brands III, IV and VI were found to be similar to each other, whereas brand VII was similar to brand VIII. In both cases, brand I was not found to be similar to any other.
Fit factors are important quantitative parameters recommended by the FDA to compare dissolution profiles (Food and Drug Administration, 1997) . The results obtained with each brand using brand I as reference are shown in Table 6 . The similarity factor f 2 is more sensitive in finding dissimilarities between dissolution curves than the difference factor f 1 , and the fit factor values are dependent on the number of sampling time point selected.
According to the FDA, f 1 values less that 15 and f 2 values greater than 50 should ensure equivalence between the dissolution curves, indicating an average difference of no more than 10% at the sample time points. According to this guideline, the dissolution curves corresponding to brand II and brand V would be similar to that obtained with the reference formulation.
Conclusions
This study found variations in the dissolution profiles of meloxicam tablets commercially available in Argentina. The dissolution profiles obtained with the analysed products were found to be quite different from each other, thus demonstrating that the results obtained with the dissolution test are formulationdependent. All brands fulfilled the specifications of the dissolution test established by the USP 38.
The Weibull model kinetic curve rendered the best adjustment. The best fittings were obtained with brands I, II, IV and VI, with maximum determination coefficients and smallest AIC values.
The ANOVA and DGC tests applied to DE and MDT values demonstrated that brand I was not similar to any other.
If fit factors are considered, only brands I, II and V were similar.
In conclusion, significant differences were observed between the in vitro dissolution profiles of meloxicam tablets of different commercial preparations. As meloxicam is a class II BCS drug, interchangeability between commercial products must be demonstrated with in vivo bioequivalence studies, which remain to be implemented in our country. 
